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same building as market rate units. Policies differ
as to whether their requirements establish the
minimum based on number or percentage of units,
whether they apply to renter or owner-occupied
housing, or whether the required affordable
housing units are proportioned by income level. It
is common for inclusionary policies to establish
that a minimum of 10% to 15% of units in any
development be affordable, and/or to have a

base minimum number of units, usually four to

One of the most common strategies that
municipalities employ toward the production

of affordable housing is the mandating of
inclusionary housing or zoning policies. These
policies require that a certain number or
percentage of units in qualifying residential
development be designated as affordable. Some
policies permit developers to include these units
off-site, while others require their inclusion in the

CASE STUDY

Since 1980 Berkeley has tried to protect its tenants from unnecessary rent increases by regulating rents, but
beginning in 1999 the State of California required Berkeley to allow “vacancy decontrol”, meaning that when
tenants move out the landlord sets the initial rent for the new tenants without restrictions and only future
increases on the same tenant are requlated. Today the average decontrolled rent is

up by over 50% after adjusting for inflation. Compared to 1998 rates, 53% pay more

than 30% of their income for rent, up from 41% in 1998. Twenty-eight percent pay

more than half of their income for rent, up from 20% in 1998.

Significant affordability was provided for approximately 3,300 pre-1999 tenants
whose apartments have never qualified for a vacancy decontrol increase.
Berkeley’s Rent Stabilization Program continues to enforce rent ceilings for these
apartments that are significantly below the current market rate. Approximately
2,200 of these tenants are low income, and 1,200 are elderly or disabled. Although
the number of pre-1999 tenants continues to decline as tenant’s age and move out,
“old rent control” remains one of the City’s largest affordable housing programs.

The City found that stability is provided to almost all Berkeley tenants under the
Rent Stabilization and Eviction for Good Cause Ordinance. In addition to the 3,300
“old rent control” tenants, there are another 15,700 apartments, for a total of about
19,000, where rent stabilization limits future rent increases as long as the tenant
remains in the apartment. Additionally, a tenant can petition for a reduction in
rent to compensate for persistent housing code violations that are not addressed.
In May 2016, the City’s Program was recognized by the University of California,
Berkeley with the UC Berkeley’s Chancellor Award in Public Service for its
contribution to the quality of life in the local community.

Source:

Rent Stablization and the Berkeley Rental Housing Market 15 years after Vacancy Decontrol
http.//www.ci.berkeley.ca.us/uploadedFiles/Rent_Stabilization_Board/Level_3_-_General/Summary%200f%20
Economic%20Studies%20Part%20l.pdf

City of Berkeley Rent Stabilization Program Receives UC Berkeley Chancellor's Award for Public Service
http.//www.cityofberkeley.info/uploadedFiles/Rent_Stabilization_Board/Level_3_-_General/INFO_June%202016_
Chancellor's%20Award_Press%20Release.pdf
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ten, that trigger the requirement for affordable
units. Additionally, it is common for inclusionary
housing policies to offer an “in lieu” fee for
developers to pay to exempt them from providing
affordable housing in their developments. The
proceeds from this fee can then be allocated
toward other affordable housing projects.
Inclusionary housing and zoning policies work
best in strong housing markets. They are generally
easy to pass at minimal cost to a municipality and
do not require new tax funding or the allocation of
general funds.

Instead of explicitly requiring affordable

housing units, another way for municipalities

to incentivize their development is through
offering a density bonus to developers who include
affordable units in their projects. California’s
Density Bonus Law allows a developer to build at a
density that exceeds the limits otherwise imposed
on the space. Density bonuses work well in areas
already appropriate for high density, such as

CASE STUDY

transit- oriented development projects, especially
when combined with an easing or removing of
parking requirements for the developer. Density
bonuses act as a cost offset, allowing the developer
to earn extra revenue from the additional units

to make up for the lost revenue in the affordable
units. In return, the local community is able to
offer more affordable housing to its residents.

BARRIER REMOVAL STRATEGIES

Originally developed with the sole intent of
mandating developers and agencies to disclose
and possibly mitigate environmental impacts that
a project may have, the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) has drawn substantial
controversy surrounding its use as a litigation tool
to stall or halt development. However, existing
CEQA provisions offer both exemption and
streamlining opportunities to encourage housing
developments. Examples of CEQA exemption
strategies include:

In 2001, the City of Pasadena enacted their Inclusionary Housing Ordinance as part of their Zoning Code and
designated certain sub-areas for this ordinance. The Ordinance applies to housing developments that consist
of 10 or more units. For rental projects, 10% of the units are reserved for low income households while 5% are
reserved for moderate income households. For condominium or “for sale” projects, 15% moderate income units
must be provided. Developers have the option to provide fewer units but at a deeper affordability level (e.g, 1
very low income in-lieu of 2 moderate income units). Additionally, the ordinance mandates affordable housing
deed restrictions. For rental units, these income-level restrictions are in perpetuity while for-sale units have

restrictions up to 45 years.

Several options are available to developers seeking to build residential projects within the City. Developers
can provide inclusionary units within the development, provide the units on a different property site, pay an
inclusionary in-lieu fee, or donate land with value equivalent to the in-lieu fee. Because the primary goal is
to directly produce more affordable housing options, the City provides incentives to developers who opt to
provide inclusionary units on-site. Such incentives include a density bonus, discounted residential impact
fee, partially waiving a building permit fee, or a discounted traffic impact fee. Since the enactment of their
Ordinance, the City has produced 456 inclusionary units and more are under construction or permitted to

include more units.

Source:
City of Pasadena, Inclusionary Housing Ordinance:

http://cityofpasadena.net/WorkArea/DownloadAsset.aspx?id=6442460420
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+ Statutory exemptions for residential infill and
other housing projects;

+ A special CEQA provision to exempt residential
projects pursuant to a specific plan;

+ Residential projects that meet the exemption
requirements in Senate Bill 743; and

+ Categorical exemption (Class 32) for infill
development projects (not limited to
residential projects).

In addition to exemptions, CEQA also provides
opportunities for streamlined review. The
streamlining strategies help reduce the burdens
of CEQA reviews and document preparation by
eliminating duplicative and repetitive discussions
of the same issues, reducing the length of the
CEQA documents, thereby saving time and money.
Examples of CEQA streamlining opportunities
include:

+ Projects (not limited to residential
development projects) that are consistent with
a general plan, a community plan or zoning;

+ Infill projects for meet the streamlining
requirements in Senate Bill 226; and

« A special CEQA provision to streamline
the greenhouse gas emissions analysis for
residential, mixed-use, or transit priority
projects.

CASE STUDY

The previous section illustrated the costs of a
new home construction, including typical costs
to obtain entitlements such as the permitting
process. Based on a number of studies, the
entitlement and permitting process can total up
to 19% of the cost of building a new home. While
it is not fiscally feasible for jurisdictions to waive
the fees associated with a project’s entitlement, a
potential strategy to lower costs is to streamline
the process. For example, a jurisdiction might
consider lowering permitting fees for affordable
housing projects or create an expedited program
for residential projects that include an affordable
housing component.

There are a wide range of misconceptions
regarding housing, particularly toward projects
with higher density or subsidized affordable
housing units. These misconceptions and myths
about housing, along with emotional fear, can
reduce the number of units in a residential project
or stop the project altogether. Strong leadership
among decisionmakers is crucial in challenging
these myths and education and engagement are
key tools in mythbusting.

The City of San Diego has an Expedite Program to provide expedited permit processing for projects that
promote affordability, infill development, and sustainable building. To be eligible for expedited permitting,

a project must meet a minimum percentage of affordable housing units for varying income levels and can
include infill and mixed-use projects. Projects that meet certain sustainability standards may also qualify for

the Program.

The Expedite Program is an optional service available to applicants who desire expedited permit processing,
and requires a supplemental fee in addition to any other standard applicable fee or deposit. Projects opting
for this Program receive a more aggressive processing timeline and is achieved by providing mandatory
initial review meetings for early staff feedback, funding the environmental study at initial review, and at

the applicant’s request, scheduling a public hearing immediately upon completion of the environmental
document. Utilizing this expedited service can significantly reduce costs associated with the entitlement
process and potentially reduce the overall cost of constructing homes.
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There are many reasons cited by community
members who are opposed to local housing
development, particularly those that reflect a Not
In My Backyard (NIMBY) perspective. A review of
planning commission and city council meetings
of a random sample of SCAG region jurisdictions
highlighted several key concerns of community
members who were opposed to non-single-
family residential projects.?® These concerns
include increased traffic congestion and parking
problems, impacts on safety, decreased property
values, lowering the quality of life, and destroying
community character.

28 Minutes and video recordings of public hearings from
city council and planning commission meetings were
reviewed for 5 local jurisdictions of the SCAG region,
which were sampled using a random number generator.

CASE STUDY

Based on the information and analysis in the prior
section of this publication, it is clear that there is a
housing shortage and a lack of affordable housing
options and the challenge lies in planning for this
need while remaining sensitive to the concerns
raised by the community. These voiced concerns
should not be quickly dismissed since valid
perspectives can be raised during the public
engagement process. Rather, there should be a
concerted focus on addressing misinformation as
well as a potential information gap and tying back
the need for all types of housing with the needs
expressed by the community.

In 1991, Renaissance Associates, a partnership between General Atlantic Development and Forest City
Development, proposed with the landowners that San Jose rezone the site for over 1,500 moderate -- and
high-density rental apartments and for-sale town homes, neighborhood retail, and a day-care center. The
project developers started work early with neighbors living in an existing single-family development on the
site’s northern boundary to provide appropriate transitions into Renaissance, while making best use of the
large existing road. In response to neighbors’ concerns, the developers located the lowest-density town home
component adjacent to the existing residences, and provided ample setbacks between the new attached

homes and existing vintage single-family homes.

The City of San Jose’s ambitious plans for employment development in the area led the City to require the
construction of more infrastructure than was eventually necessary both on the site itself and in neighboring
areas of the City. Later, the City determined that it could alleviate traffic throughout its road network by

shifting the location of new residences and workplaces.

The composition of over 250 affordable apartments, market-rate apartments, and attached ownership units
further assures balance between the housing and Silicon Valley’s new jobs. The site design, which features
pedestrian-friendly walkways and easy connections to the Tasman Light Rail, allows Renaissance Village
residents to leave their cars in their garages altogether. The development also shows that, with advance
planning and sensitivity to neighbors’ concerns, NIMBY sentiments can be prevented. The neighbors and
the developers displayed an attitude of openness that ensured both a smooth approval process and a better
project. This high-density development shows that often repeated myths about the effects of high-density
housing on public services and transportation are not always true.

Source:

Myths and Facts about Affordable and High Density Housing:

http://www.hcd.ca.gov/housing-policy-development/mythsnfacts.pdf
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Too frequently, fears that affordable housing

Often the best laid out plans are reasonable reduces nearby property values are based
and align with the vision of the City or County. on lack of information or misinformation.
However, emotional fears from the community While bias and prejudice may not yield to
members who oppose additional housing or facts, getting the facts out is an important
zoning that promotes housing affordability often and necessary step. Contemporary affordable
result in the reduction of housing units in a project housing is not well known among some
or the project getting scrapped altogether. The decision makers and planners, much less
California Department of Housing and Community the general public, so some questions should
Development (HCD) has developed a series of be expected. Even when these queries are
strategies?® for leaders and decisionmakers to accompanied by a hostile tone, it is best
consider for addressing NIMBY-related concerns to calmly convey pertinent information or
while encouraging a sustainable housing policy. arrar_lcglleda later time and place when it can be
provided.

29 Strategies were excerpted from Myths and Facts about While educating neighbors is important,

Affordable and High Density Housing: <http:/www.hcd. education is more likely to be effective with
ca.gov/housing-policy-development/mythsnfacts.pdf>

CASE STUDY

Promoting affordable housing is often perceived as conflicting with the vision of a city’s General Plan.
However, in many cases, building affordable housing can help achieve sustainability goals already adopted
by the city. Mutual Housing at Spring Lake, completed by Mutual Housing California in 2015, helped the
City of Woodland comply with its mixed income housing policy and is the first
permanent, year-round housing built for agricultural workers and their families in
Yolo County. The 62-unit project, which has obtained LEED for Homes certification
at the Platinum level, is also the first rental housing in the nation to be certified

as a 100% Zero Energy Ready Home by the U.S. Department of Energy. With these
two “firsts,” Mutual Housing is bridging the green divide by bringing the health
and economic benefits of sustainably developed housing to hard working families
with a great need for affordable housing.

The photovoltaic solar system developed at Mutual Housing at Spring Lake is
expected to produce as much energy as is used in the all-electric buildings.

The project design and construction team was successful in achieving a ZNE
design by first giving exacting attention to energy-efficiency measures and then
by designing and installing a solar system sized to meet the reduced energy
demands of the housing. Each apartment is equipped with a color-coded energy
monitor that shows real time energy usage with a method that is user-friendly
to residents of all ages. The sustainability features promoted in this affordable
housing project align with the goals of the City’s Climate Action Plan, which was
adopted in 2014 and aims to promote energy efficiency and wise stewardship of
natural resources.




decisionmakers and the media. To some
degree, early education can address concerns
from decisionmakers about issues that arise
regularly, and while they may still respond

to the concerns from political reasons they
are able to consider these concerns with
appropriate facts. Early education of the media,
including providing background materials on
typical issues, may lead to useful investigative
stories, reporting which includes references
that question the concerns raised, or at least
stories which also include the developer’s
point of view.

Many fears are ultimately based on stereotypes
of prospective residents. In some cases,
meeting prospective residents can calm these
fears by replacing abstract concerns with a
human face and a compelling story. Housing
tours and testimony at public hearings are two
opportunities for introductions. The longer
and more deeply the prospective residents
have been involved with the proposal, the
more powerful their impact. Before involving a
prospective resident in this work, it is critical
to warn them that opponents may treat them
in a hostile and offensive manner, especially
at community meetings when decision
makers or the media are not present. Consider
including neighbors of existing developments
in testimonies — their support can provide a
much different perspective than the “sky is
falling” story put forward by opponents.

Reassurance about a development from a
trusted and credible authority can help some
projects significantly. In some communities,
arespected leader from local government, the
faith community, or business or local civic
organizations will support the proposalin a
letter, in public testimony or as a spokesperson
to the media. These leaders often do need to be
more educated on the issue and have their own
concerns met before lending their reputation.
If they are convinced however, they can
become highly successful advocates.

Building a relationship with former skeptics
can turn them into very powerful allies.
Always treat opponents with respect.
Recognize and seek to understand their
legitimate concerns. Unfortunately, many
people see a nonprofit affordable housing
sponsor as an unskilled, incapable developer,
or consider developers universally intent

on destroying their community. Engaging
opponents in a professional and proficient
approach is needed to effectively deal with
fears and dispelling a negative reputation.
Some developers, especially community-
based developers, view education and other
strategies as part of building a relationship
with the local community. The scope of this
relationship may only extend to winning
project approval, or it may extend to future
cooperation in other community-building
efforts.

Often building a relationship means listening
to and acknowledging fears in a sympathetic
manner without agreeing that they are
factually valid and not blaming the questioner
for not being properly informed. Sometimes a
developer can earn trust by using its contacts
to focus local government'’s attention on pre-
existing neglected neighborhood problems
that are now being used as issues to oppose
the proposed development. Invitations to the
developer'’s office and previous developments
are common ways of establishing a
relationship. During long delays, keeping in
touch with opponents regularly may head off
suspicion.

The goal is not becoming “friends,”

but engaging opponents in a series of
conversations and a consistent pattern of
interactions, including making and keeping
promises, so that, by virtue of actually
knowing who they are dealing with, they

will withdraw opposition and give your
development a chance to demonstrate that
common fears will not be realized.



PARTNERSHIPS

Finally, one of the most important strategies

in addressing the California housing crisis is
partnerships. Increasing housing supply and
affordability in the State is an escalating problem
and efforts to go it alone are proving not only
time and resource intensive, but exhausting

as well. Partnerships can include other
organizations, such as public, private, and non-
profit organizations that represent a variety of

stakeholders, such as housing advocates, business
and community leaders, and environmental

and public health groups. This can offer an
opportunity to combine resources, elevate the
issue, and create concerted strategies to address
challenges. The California housing crisis is
affecting all of us at every level and a collaborative
effort can unify unique approaches in solving a
collective problem.

QUICK REFERENCE: COMMON MYTHS ABOUT HOUSING & COUNTERPOINTS

»
High density housing is affordable housing;
affordable housing is high density housing.

False.Not all high density housing is

affordable to low income families, and there

are different housing products that are
affordable that are not high density.

»

High density housing and affordable housing

will cause too much traffic.

False. People who live in affordable housing
own fewer cars and drive less. Many new high
density projects also promote less car use by

locating in walkable transit-friendly areas.
»

High-density development strains public

services and infrastructure.

False. Compact development offers greater
efficiency in use of public services and
infrastructure.

»
People who live in high density housing
and affordable housing won't fit into my
neighborhood.

False. People who need affordable housing
already live and work in your community.

Additionally, there is growing demand for the
other types of housing beyond a single family

home on alarge lot.

Affordable housing reduces property values

False. No study in California has ever shown
that affordable housing developments reduce
property values

Residents of affordable housing move too often
to be stable community members

False. When rents are guaranteed to remain
stable, tenants move less often

High-density and affordable housing
undermine community character.

False. New affordable and high density
housing can always be designed to fit into
existing communities.

Tools and policies that promote housing
development mismatch the vision of the
General Plan

False. Strategies to help build housing can

be tied to economic development, traffic
reduction, health benefits, and overall quality
life envisioned in a General Plan.

Source: <http.ywww.hcd.ca.gov/housing-policy-development/mythsnfacts.pdf>
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QUICK STRATEGY & TOOLS REFERENCE GUIDE FOR DECISIONMAKERS

Local leaders are encouraged to consider the tools and policies discussed in this publication
and determine the best strategies to promote housing supply and affordability for their
communities. Below is a quick reference guide of the strategies and tools along with a
suggested timeframe for implementation. While strategies require more time than others to
fully implement, many can be started today.

Educate local stakeholder groups TODAY

Build relationships with housing opponents TODAY

Meet with locally based leaders on housing issues and projects TODAY

Partner with organizations sharing common goals TODAY

Streamline local building permit process Short-term (6 months to 1 year)
Inclusionary zoning Short-term (6 months to 1 year)
Anti-displacement policies Short-term (6 months to 1 year)
Rent stabilization Short-term (6 months to 1 year)
Consider reduction of parking requirements Short-term (6 months to 1 year)
Review local density bonus Short-term (6 months to 1 year)
Partner with subregions to establish EIFD Long-term (more than 1 year)
Establish CRIA Long-term (more than 1 year)

Connect housing goals with General Plan goals for economic
development and public health

Legislative CEQA Reform Long-term (more than 1 year)
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